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but the idea that many of such differences were
comparatively unimportant assuredly lay at the
back of his mind. Similarly, modern statesmen
do not dismiss theological interpretations of the
universe as meaningless, though they do confine
themselves to the certain and tangible problems of
modern politics. But if we were all convinced that
the will of God could invariably be ascertained by
an encyclical of the Pope, by a majority in the
House of Commons, or by any other means we
should certainly revert to unqualified theocracy.

We see much the same process of thought in the
controversy between Mill and Stephen. Neither
Mill nor Stephen ventured to attack the ascetic
theory of sex morality which is binding on any real
believer in the Christian religion. Each assumes
that sexual transgressions against Christian rules
are necessarily evil and anti-social. It is true that
Mill in 1822 distributed Malthusian pamphlets and
maintained Malthusian doctrines in his writings;
but he did not seem to see that the preaching of
these doctrines logically involved repudiating ascetic
theories of sex. The early Christian view was that
the only excuse for sexual intercourse was the
commandment of the Church to increase and
multiply. Directly society admits, however
secretly, that sexual intercourse which is intended
not to result in the increase of the population, is
venial, society has abandoned, in theory as well as
in fact, the whole doctrine of Christian asceticism;
and sooner or later that doctrine is bound to fall
like a house of cards.

It is of course a commonplace that the Victorian